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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 45-46, 52-53, 55-56, 63-64 and 66-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Cheng et al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,421 Bl). 

Regarding claims 45 and 67, Cheng et al. discloses in FIG. 1 a satellite terminal 12, a 
ground station 14 and a communication link 22 between the satellite terminal and the ground 
station. Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 6 that the terminal monitors the signal quality (step 162). If 
the signal quality is below a threshold, then the terminal performs a scanning, collects position- 
intensity-data pairs and determines peak or optimal intensity position. Cheng et al. teaches in 
col. 13, lines 28-62 using a linear least-squares calculation to fit the alignment information to a 
parabolic equation. Cheng et al. teaches that under ideal circumstances, the method will find the 
position with peak (i.e., maximum) intensity. The difference between Cheng et al. and the 
claimed invention is that Chang et al. does not teach that if two positions of maximum signal 
quality are detected by said first receiver in said first predetermined path, then returning said first 
transceiver to the center between said two positions of maximum signal quality detected by said 
first transceiver in said first predetermined path. However, if there are two maximum points in 
the intensity-data pairs, the parabolic equation will generally find an optimal point in between 
the two maximum points due to the use of least-squares calculation. Thus it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the center of 
the two maximum points as the optimal position in the alignment method of Cheng et al. 

Regarding claim 46, Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 6 monitoring bit error rate. 

Regarding claims 52 and 55, Cheng et al. teaches in col. 14, lines 32 that the alignment 
process can be executed continuously or periodically. Furthermore, Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 
6 repeating the alignment process if the BER is inadequate. 

Regarding claim 53, Cheng et al. teaches in col. 5, lines 49-51 wavelength of the 
communication light beam to be in the range from 0.8 urn to 1 .5 um, which is known as infrared 
(visible light is in the range 400-800 nm). 

Regarding claim 56, Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 2 processor 84 and in col. 7, line 62 
memory. 

Regarding claim 57, Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 6 monitoring bit error rate. 

Regarding claims 63 and 66, Cheng et al. teaches in col. 14, lines 32 that the alignment 
process can be executed continuously or periodically. Furthermore, Cheng et al. teaches in FIG. 
6 repeating the alignment process if the BER is inadequate. 

Regarding claim 64, Cheng et al. teaches in col. 5, lines 49-51 wavelength of the 
communication light beam to be in the range from 0.8 um to 1.5 um, which is known as infrared 
(visible light is in the range 400-800 nm). 

3. Claim 47 and 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheng et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,421 Bl) in view of Barford (U.S. Patent 6,816,988 B2). 

Cheng et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 45-46, 52-53, 55-56, 63-64 and 
66-67. The difference between Cheng et al. and the claimed invention is that Cheng et al. does 



Application/Control Number: 10/516,481 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2613 

not teach 75% confidence interval. However, it is well known in the art that the confidence 
interval of a measurement depend on the number of samples. For example, Barford teach in 
FIG. 2 and FIG. 3 method for measuring BER within a predetermined confidence interval. The 
selection of a particular confidence interval is an engineering choice. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Barford with the modified terminal of 
Cheng et al. because the method of Barford minimizes the time required to establish BER to 
within some predetermined confidence intervals. Thus it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the method of Barford in the 
modified terminal of Cheng ct al. because the method of Barford minimizes the time required to 
establish BER to within some predetermined confidence intervals. 

4. Claims 48-49 and 59-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cheng et al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,421 Bl) in view of Official Notice. 

Cheng et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 45-46, 52-53, 55-56, 63-64 and 
66-67. The difference between Cheng et al. and the claimed invention is that Cheng et al. does 
not teach the size of the packets. Official Notice is taken that both the concept and the 
advantages of using different sizes of packets are well known and expected in the art. It would 
have been obvious to have used different sizes of packets based on the amount of data to be 
transmitted and the bit error rate of the transmission link. It is also noted that the maximum size 
and minimum size of an Ethernet frame are 1440 byte and 64 bytes, respectively. 

Regarding claims 49 and 60, it is well known in the art to include sequential counter in 
packets to detect loss of packet and to allow data to be transferred in a connectionless mode 
where packets can arrive out of sequence. 
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5. Claims 50-5 1 and 61-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cheng et al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,421 Bl) in view of Endo et al. (U.S. Patent 5,329,395). 

Cheng et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 45-46, 52-53, 55-56, 63-64 and 
66-67. The difference between Cheng et al. and the claimed invention is that Cheng et al. does 
not teach vertical, vertical or diagonal scanning path. Cheng et al. teaches in col. 13, lines 5-8 
continuous scanning path. Endo et al. teaches in FIG. 9 and FIG. 10 various scanning path 
include vertical, vertical and diagonal scanning paths. Where the claimed differences involve the 
substitution of interchangeable or replaceable equivalents and the reason for the selection of one 
equivalent for another was not to solve an existent problem, such substitution has been judicially 
determined to have been obvious. See In re Ruff, 118, USPQ 343 (CCPA 1958). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
appropriate scanning pattern based on the kind of drifts that are expected. 

6. Claims 54 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cheng 
et al. (U.S. Patent 6,577,421 Bl) in view of Wissinger (U.S. Patent 5,475,520). 

Cheng et al. has been discussed above in regard to claims 45-46, 52-53, 55-56, 63-64 and 
66-67. The difference between Cheng et al. and the claimed invention is that Cheng et al. does 
not teach repeating scanning based on a spot size. Wissinger teaches in FIG. 8(A), FIG. 8(B), 
FIG. 8(C) and FIG. 8(D) to repeat the alignment process and reduce the spot size for focusing a 
light beam on the target transceiver. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to combine the teaching of Wissinger with the modified terminal of Cheng et al. because the 
approach of Wissinger refines the alignment process and concentrates the signal energy at the 
receiver and improves signal quality. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to use the method of Wissinger in the modified 
terminal of Cheng et al. because the approach of Wissinger refines the alignment process and 
concentrates the signal energy at the receiver and improves signal quality. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-3031. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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5 August 2008 
/Shi K. Li/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2613 



